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development. 2nd atalysi=s, ing the xelationship of the study to. .
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‘teeximinatdo¥.- inalysds of the exror levels in the National Institutq o
of Elmcation*s Instructionil plaensiops Stady (IDS) revealed S
incoisistencies pretween the data .gathered im the field and the-data
'f;lnally analgzed 4n tHe study, Most of these p;nblels vere traced to

' w-that comld - heve beey- coFrécted-before the data were.
_ua;l.ysed ﬂ‘hé rektlts of the T15 datam bise reexamination indicate- 1
‘that spending alditdomad timne and effort Ao assure accuracy of the -

data processing téciiniqgss conld. are sived time amd effort, by

‘eliminat ing the need o seirch for problems. This document briefly
‘descrihes. the basic. pﬂfglosés a?d the. technical design ‘of the IDS to
dlarify the processes used i1 *hids imstince of data, reexamination.

pe examples of- etr::r-ffi ndin#j and E:fer—sﬂlving aré included.

h&f/’fgg) o ] . Cos L f ) o

4 I
}
e

P

T T T A LA T P P e T T e T TR T
> Reproduct ioms suppliel by EDRS are the beststhat can be made = *

* fxom the ori ¢ginal document. *
¥ kg Ak ﬂtitttﬁititi‘*t*i S o g R b K o ARk R KRR R R AR R AR A

-

=

L

Q




ed o, o W

.t T STl T i DOCUMENT THAS BEEN REPRO-
. . S DUCED EMACTLY AS RECEIVED. -FROM

’ A G .THE BERSON OR ORGANIIATION ORIGIN-.
ATIMGAT POINTSOF VIEW OR OFisIONS -
STATED, DO HOT. KECESIARILY REPRE-
SENT OF KECURL MATHONAL-INSTITUTEOR-

EDUCATIg POSITION OR POLICY.
T P L

=

natlon as Part of IDS Secondary.Analysls

=

. g i £ i
- . ) . -

’ - ¥ R R R
. R . R

- I "._‘Biairii‘_@urry A T

© ..o .. - . "'Kirschner Associates, Iiru;.vr- o T B
" - Reyrold P. Stimarts

. - : ; o " *and ) _' _ o .{

. John M. Sweeney ' . ' . . S

‘ S ! Education TURNKEY Systéhs, Inc.

[ . w - 1
: -

~PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

' : ' Jobhn /1. Siweentr

o ) S 1o THE EDUCATIONAL RESGURCES.

- et : . INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND
. . . USERSOF THE ERIC SYSTEM.Y

gﬁ . o P??’EF %)TESEﬂtEd at the American >Educatignaij Eesgarch
i:‘ ,’“_A_.r-.j-%m?atian}Sympasium on the fnstrucﬁignal Dimeifsi@ns Study
= (gé;ssign .19, March 27, .1978). o | o ’
o . % ) .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Tha rggxam!ﬁatlm mf a m;jaf stuﬂy data baéa to

\\\\ - - Y \\;s\g ‘”.".v,

"L,.;nalyzed are the dats that were cc:lla:tgd ﬁma easily Zbe vHewed s

T g X muﬁdsna. Hﬂuevgr. H’!‘IEI’I lssnes of naticmal pollicy gre at staka ar iﬂ'ieﬂ the

K =4~

aata base Fss0 Iarge and cmp’lgx as tg lmreésg the lfkili‘hﬁﬂd ﬂf‘ erraf

5

between “data regardiﬂg 1n the i‘ie{ld and the Flnai analysis data Base, or.

- 'S R

. . wheh the time available Fgr prgc:ess'ing and anﬂysﬁs !s shar:, data ver!— o
ﬂ;aﬂan does beccrne a -:ritlca‘lly Impu:rtant taslr.. The IDS has su:h pol f‘EY o \\

. N

iampﬂed in an

AR L ak\ \\.\‘,\\\\ b

Signi’ﬂéa$E and did resu’h in ,!argg cemplex data I:ase

1y e

= ' =7 - .

lnardinately shart tine, - - AU A S

’ - This paper describés the itéexaminazjan nf the IDS data base as part af‘

l [

. {
“an’ aversll SesdhdaFy' analysis efﬁ:rt.i Speciﬂ; ::hanges or t:arret:tiun‘s In

* w

L\ Vthe 108 deta base as it exlsted at the end/pF Ju]y 1977 are nqt the main ‘ =
Fﬂ;us af- the p«ﬂ:er. 1t i‘is hoped :hat; the reader will galn an axpli:u; under-
standiﬁg ﬂF tha impartance af this phase in any study. aansnght inta the

i ‘ . need far eFFect ive pf?l‘l.ﬂiﬁg am:l ﬁevelapment of edit pr;:cgdures, and sc::rne .

‘ .+ overall guidellnes for use in cther. stgdies. . P o

N y . eyl "
¥ - R * . S ? , ’ v
. ? \ LT b ‘ Y
. n‘ 2 .

g 5 o “ = ' & i

. . T s ’ .

2% ‘ N . & r
B * . ) ! E €% &‘; | & F}

o % e R | |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-

;KAI was respenslhle Fﬂr the overali»canduzt of the study. eallerted 341 field

1 constgucts are briefly defined belgc\;ws

data, and perfgrﬂ\ed all :mputer prm;gssiﬁg of raw clata whlc.h esulted in the

JDSvdata base available to the secondary analysis effort. "Other members of this

cans&rtium included-

® Educaﬁoﬁ TL!RNI&EY Systeﬂs, inc. ‘of Hashiﬁgto:n, D C == ang}?sis

sub:antrsetgr taaKAl,

L4

'@ Learning Research and Development Center at the Univérs!ty of

H

Pittsbuégh ~- design.and technical assistance to KAI; and
- ® Steiger, Fink and Kosecof f, inc. of Mclean, Virginia -- assistance
to TURNKEY in the initial design and development cu%ri;uiumfanalysls

procedures used in the study. ' éf(

2

IDS was designed and implemented as a larQEﬁséa!g ?n!depth‘asssssment -
: o, - o

.— - . ) \? ) N
of the relationship between selected instructional constructs and students'

outcomes with emphas is on achievement (Cooley and Leinhardt, 1975), These

[

o ® Individualization -- matching of students and curticulum, testing -

practices, assignmeni and grouping practices, ait&rhétlve_ieaﬁn?ng
§ o+

. R
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7 af‘?fea:;her int‘eractiﬁns wi‘th studeqts, aﬂd ‘ '?"f; * b F
- . Teschelrtéa:kgraund -= teat;hiﬂg exﬁgnen;e, Fgrmﬂ adu:gtianr, aﬁd i é
In addition to student aut::me daté and data ;n ihgse ﬂve EﬂﬁSt’FU:tS;\
* Informat ton «c;n instruct;‘cnal SEttiﬂQ_S‘f@;r Eﬂ“PEHSatcry e@uzatfan, :asts, | i ;
Semices\p‘m\;;deﬂ by seh@cﬂ dlstu:;ctsi }aﬁnt;t'he";ﬂtsrla used ;y dlz;ériﬁtls &ﬂu
E’ de‘ém‘“; Eé“‘pé“sat‘“’if education E}%glbilitf !nd particapatmn Far s:haal
buiidmgs and students waﬁ gathéred_ F | i ;4
-

The agal?sis samples w&rg abtaiﬁeé frum 39 Schcml tulid%ngs in 'M

- a

s:tﬂols 'd!st(j?f;ts, with appraxlmate)ynlmﬂ h]a’ssf‘@m teachers; 236 Empen! L.E o

4, L

LI

sat:n*y “educatu:nn :eaeghers ;aﬂd 12 QDO students. Pretgsts of- studgnt a;hleva-

ﬁlEﬁt and ' des were ;andu;ted in Septeinber and early ﬂstaber 19?6 and

i In tHe Fall gf *1‘577 bs""

pasttgsts were admmustered |n Aprnl and aarly May ISj‘

ng was csndutted lq*y HJ\* f-i::r a sainp'la of # JDS studél‘hts to ¢ .

fn}imﬁup
examlne changes . iri‘af.hnevement sx;qrﬁs aver the samgr -of 1977 o T
; {
The IDS sew:dﬁdary analysis effgrt betng tandgétgd by TURNKEY smc:e August

Y

71977 enqampasses a 5eries =pF retated tasks destgned tc éxphca’te relati@ﬁships

B

w;thin the iDS data ba’se more Fully& that was pass:ble d.urlﬁg the prsmary pha#n
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mgthads Qﬂ study ﬂndlngs to date, and devginplng*a’lternate m:ndaels or

. preﬂi:ti,nﬁ gf nutt;ames_ ’ - . >

! ‘The's I'zg and camplexity of the IDS data base and the severity of same'

. . af its data prob’lems have t:aused this iﬁi;ial‘ task to rgquire much more

A

attentinn than was aruginaliy env:smned The scope of this task and Its

impa:;t on already publ:shed prel imihary IDS resu!ts bezamg the 'ﬂﬂpetus ﬁ;r N

the,presea; pﬁr " o A e ’ .
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E.xbl;!;t A pmvidgs a s,;hgnatic ﬂcm chart af IDS studgng, prucess,,“* ﬂ

\E,:nd ather ddta Fllgs. A tatal uf ZO magﬁetfc zamputer tapgs eantainlﬂg

'_reﬁards for all Files shann in Exhlbit | except thase Felatgd tﬂ the .

|1 ] s
Currl:uﬂnm Analysis Dverlap and tha General Eu:rlcuium Anatysls Eummarv

1~,uere transﬁerred to TURNKEY by KAl at the begiﬁnlng QF August 1377. Ai!)
“raw data do:uments (test booklets, teacher intgrviews, etc .) were alsa

_transierred to TURNKEY at that time. The two curriculum ans]ysis files

; méntig;ed_abavg remain in storage on KAl datéwdigk_stﬁragg units, E?nse

their storage method precludes easy‘FFanéfer to tape. All videotapes have

been stored at- TURNKEY since the spring of

1977,

IDS student data files include student3el data on: Fggular amd -

supplemental ]ﬁstrg;tﬂr,_time spent iniregulé: shpplemgntal instructian,
.attendance, ;mﬂpensatary-educatipﬁ status, attititle (pre and pcst), number

of itemé in posttest overlapped with curricular exper?ence,.azhiéveﬁent;

(pre and post) by sﬁbjeqf subtest a?é total subject. The Roster %ile groups
students as they were tested; the Séudent Master File groups students by
Fegular instructor and (for eaéh regular instructor) by supp lemental instfﬁ;tafi

i

The Student Haster File serves to define both analysis units used for the

study- zl?ssrcam and instructional unit. X _ .

The classroom analysis unit includes student data from all students havmg

the same regular instructor. Process data for the instructor are brcught;

together with the student data to complete the classroom data files.
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' lﬂstru;tlanal unit data Fi]es. P

the 10S study team (Brady, Clinton, et at, 1977) and by NIE (NIE, 1977)

raguf&r lﬁstructar and a cammnh suppleméntal Iﬂstrdttqr.v Pracass data far

B i:thess tua tﬁs;ruetars (ang regular and one suﬁﬁiﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬁl) arei;gmb'ﬁEﬂ “s‘"g '

'-a unlghtlng praaedure and mgrged with the. student data tu :ﬂmplgts the

" 5 ,; e Eﬁs_ - ] *‘, -
'}fudes*Stﬂdenﬁ.d!ts Fn-m E}F sEudgﬁts hawing ha:_zf;';f qif
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IDs pro:ess data files include items cavering ail aspgcts of the prace#s ‘.
céﬁst?UEts descri@ed brief!y in the Ea;kgrnunq section. The.gﬁurces for these
data }nalude- teaﬁher intefviews, student assignment Fe;ardsr viéeataéesief -
classroom experien;es, curriculum infarmatian (bath :lassraom and student v
level), and est|mates of test/turrnsu]um cverlap made by ‘the tea;hers at the

- g '-i. R - ‘F"Ii
time of pasttests in the sprnng of 1977. — . :

Other IDS data |n:1ude school and d:strizt Tevel intervigws, reparts,,,
budget daﬂuments, program planning doauments, and other, inFormatlaﬁ relevant
to the Issues of :mmpensatary education gligibility and particlpants, pragram_

costs, and district pQVEFtY/HEé‘th=5fati§ti§5;

- &

base. The diécuss%an in the Background section Indicates the large size of .
the data base and»undarscares the n;tiaﬁal;pcli:y importance gf!thé Issues
addressed by 10S. Since all final processing of the key ana]ysié'files .

had to be completed between posttesting which ended in May 1977 and the end

of July 1977, all three elements outlined in the introduction are present Jo -

Justify some sizeable effert to verify that the data analyses reported by

[
i

were Indeed based upon the data aﬁtually cnllected R : -



iInit lal_Reexanimat ion R | .
The bas¥c intent §on oF ini tial reexamination-activities undertaken as
ol i L
- part of the 105 secondary analysis was to compare data residing in.last-

2

stage (_]ust prior to @mlysls) data files to ra d ta documents iil érder to
verjy fy that the da ta snalyzed ax:rraﬁpﬂﬁded with t‘.he data col lected in.the:

fleld., From Exhibit 11t can be sean that the instructional unlt ‘data fl]El
f

is the eventual re<eptible For all process data after coding, keypunching,
mgrglng.xscrting! <mbining, we ight ing, etc. have Vbééﬂiai;@iﬂ’!p]iﬁh%d@ Actu-
ally, Furtﬁ;}tﬁdata proxess ?ng?:ér anaiylsist purposes was done ,usy_ing the
instructional unit dada file, !:mﬁ Frcrn! that file énwﬁard :t\he farm af‘ the data
(converted to standard z-scores and summed to create Eub*—éor!strut:it scores)
and the completene s of the data (some items dropped due to missing cases,
stc;) would have esy Tted ina data ver|f|tat|cm process both more dl*FFn:u]t
to accomplish and lesscomplete than the compar’ison points chosen.

The instructi ma 1uni € data files contain approximately 240 student and

process measures £ o ech wnit. The student and process data files of
Exhibit | provide the scores for each of these instructional unit measures;

the positioning of th<e 240 measures in the instructional unit data file Is

¥
i

according lo (&) pive = constt ut and (b) student data type. IDS instruc-
tioral unil datg rile swwntain data for 334 units for first grade reading
(R1», 239 fus Frst g rade math (M1) . 352 for third grade reading (R3), and

289 for third piade et (M3

For purposey o <ala werle nacien systemmatic random sampling techniques

were Used to selel | %% v bsanple from each of these four data files



- = &

e o ~
(R}, M, R3, M3). The instrucﬁianal upits within their respective files were

i:arranged in.asgending’arder (by instruétianal unit identification numbs;} aﬁi
identified by ﬂu%ber (from 1 to n, where n |s the number of instructional

- unité in each file). Using a random number table, a unique starting point

for each sample was selected from the Fifst twenty records, Using the staétiﬁg

point as the first of the units to be included in the data verification |

sample, every twentieth record thereafter was also included. A total SF)17

units were thereby identiffed from the R1 file; 12; from M1; 18, ffam'éB;

and 15, from M3. |

“ Using available raw data documents, and definitions for the measures of

F

the instructional unit data files, instructional unit measures were calculated:
and the results compared to the data value resident in the instructional unit

data file for that measuie. Error bounds used were: ¥ 1% of ;he maximum

&,

score for measures having a fixed maximum value, and 1 22 of the full file
average for measuies having no Fixed maximum value., Choice of this SPEEiFiﬁ-
definition of erior Lound wes atbitrary, but intended to be fairly stringent.

Not shown ecplicitly in Exhibit | is the fact that the last-stage data file

where an individual -tudent’ . svotes may be identified for verificat ion purposes

is the Student Hast. s tlle since hond s€oring of student test booklets was used

f@riVEriFigéLiuﬂ of scudent scores, it was felt that rescoring of all test book-
N
LS

lets for cach lustiustional anlt in the ver ification sanple wou jd be too costly.
13 - .

1““;, =1 p'iﬂ.’;;l 'gg-n'.i Tovy e o h g rooa wa dapl P ! P ;L‘/! wilsg é.ﬁi ifiitfuﬁti@ﬁﬁl uﬂit

was selectled [ 0 (he wov oabl crliboat buis aamF{z! a sanple of 2 ur 3 students

stadent swure verification. The counpar ison points.

) -

within that ail o vaed (o,

Q 10 ’ -
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... For stadent . scores wer ¢ hand stored results from test booklets versus Student ’

i

!

Mas ter IF’ile data va lues, Achievement pretest booklets were not avaflaple,

since these had been returned to thee participating districts. However, cjard

inage records DF the | tem Fesponses for these p}etgsts wédre avai‘l;é;ie,.and o

. . “

. these were used in placte of the booklets themselves, thereby limiting the
assessnent of pretest file daié val id itg éc: keypunch accuracy at best (not a
debili tating 1 Infta tion since observed keypunch accuracy throughout the IDS
data Flles has been up to accepted cormerc #al standards). Error bounds for
studen t sm}es were b1 t%st iten. A!g;aji‘n, ‘thoice of this definition of error

t;o:;ﬂd was arbi trary but intended to belfatr‘: ingeni

Results of these initial reexaninstion activities indicated a substantial
runber of proc ess measures (11 measures) having errors in 5% or more of
the ir verif ica tion sausple values . Additiorally, student score verification
act ivi ties ind icated tha€ approx inately 202 of the third grade students examined
From the verif ication sampl e Fad error¢ In posttest achievement scores in
excess of the f T Lest i gem bound, Also, #t was found that 6 to 12% of all
students had et s v prel o€ a i tudes scores in excess of the ¥ 1 test item
bourd. Flnally . It was a lbu founsd that 298 of the M1 students examined for
the verificaliu, processs had efronevus comperisatory education status data.

.

Fli st grede ac bl cvensidl pus tiest s, al | ach fevement pretests, all attitude post-
_obie sl e sLtatus data except for the Ml file were

Les la, ard L1 coapeoneat =i,

found o be aw cpilalie

Q H
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Detailed Reexamination " | . e

’

/5 Once the Initial rEExaminatfon was completed it was apparent that the
scope of the indicated problems required a greater scrﬁtiﬁyg Thus, the
first result of the initial reexamindtion was ‘the realjzation by TURHEkfﬁ

and NIE that rea]13§§tfcﬂ of resources away from desired analysis tasks to

the detailed réexamiﬁ;tian of data would be necessary. - L

It was also clear that in order to preserve as much of the éUFFEnt‘
studyiskavaiiahle resources for analyses, it would be neseséafy!tﬂ prioritize
the problem areas in some manner. A plan was adopted for assigniﬁ%éfgsaurcer
priorities that included the fol lowing steps:

1. Focus only upon Lhose QFQEESSVEEESUFEE or student data éreas

identified ih the initial reexamination;

Fur each of these measufes, view the units in the verification

(™

sanple in two discinct categories: (a) those wha'sa values fall
within the e 1w buunds and (b) those whose values do not;
3 tar Lhe (L) cateyoury Jdetermine the average size and direction

(algycbiale .lyn) of lhe observed errors and determine the average
o d g
abaclutle = 1t al&e,

f o Piojeut (hese seaulty to the rull file by means of the following

ru! i d l = =

L]

o ' 12-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Egﬂ (1 P) (eg) and E; = (1-P) (e3) where . -
A prqurtign of the vgrifigatian sampla Eslllﬂg lntq -

- eategarv (a); t.e., having aﬂzeptable data e
A e ! :
c e, = average algebraic error slze for categary (5) units

ez = average absniute;errur size for Gatggany (b) units

¥ -

projected Full file average algebraic error = .~ - o

" ES

W

Ea = pfojected Full file average absgjute error; ’ . /

. +5. In order to QDmparE>pF§j§€tEd full file errors across mea%ur35<
having basically different scales, express the Eg and Ey values.
50 Ealculated'as a percent of the maximum scale values for thase
measures having such a f ixed maximum‘ar as a percent of the |
average full file value for measures hav ing no.f ixed max imum; and
6. Rank order the measures according to the resulting percentages,
These 'steps can best be summarized by saying that the priorities for .
éétéﬁtiéﬂ*ﬁh@u]d go toward those measures whose observed errors w@uhit@ve
the largest impact on analys is, where impact is expressed as a peréent-
t ' :
of some scale value
An illustration way be el pful here. suppose 80% of verification sample
units indicate acceptable Vaiués for Measure A, 60% for Measure B. Measure A
hasia Fixed maximum scale va lue of 100; Measure B has no fixed maximum, but

has an average scale value uf 75 for the full file From which the verification

sample was drawn. The average algebraic error size for the 20% of the sample

units showing unagcceptable values is +10 for Measure A; for Measure B, this
1 ,

average is +5. The average absolute error ‘size for-the units with errors

L

{
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is 15 fa}‘Héasure;A, 10 for Measure B. ' Then:

Measure B

+*

“&5, = (1-.80) (+10) = 42 © Es = (1-.60) (+5)

£y = (17.80) (15) = 3 B (160 (10) = b

(£5/100), x 100'= +2,0% (E5/75) x 100 = +2.7%

* (Ea/100) X 100 = 3.0% | . (E4/75) x 100 = 5,3%

In this i]iustfatiéﬁi Measure B would get priority for correction over
Measure A since rank ordering of the resulting percentages shows B in

greater need than A whether the focus is one fg or Eg, ‘ .
’ 2 -

One additional step is needed: application of a éutéaffiperzentage
for the values Fesuitiﬁg from step 5. IDS secondary analysis efforts have
used an arbitrarily chosen value of 4% for measures having a fixed maximum

scale value and 2% for measures having no fixed maximum. Also, it has been

5l
the case to consider a measure as being a candidate for correction if

-

ej ther the Eg-based or the more étringént fo-based percentage exceeded the

i

above cut-off values,

The above described steps of assigning priority for resource allocation

have been applied to all process measures. As a result a core of 32 measures

(of the 111 initially identified) are being subjected to a correction process.

Due té the critical nature of the student data involved (compensatory

edu;gti@p status, posltest scores), no priority assignments were made for
these variables Instead all errors were studied. All sources -of g}rers
were identified and corrections were made for all major errors except the
attjtude measure EFELEStﬁg NIE felt no priority should be éss?gpéd-ta

gorrecting the attitgég Measures.

—
e
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The task of identifying the source of the error has been carried out

iﬁ'ailﬁﬁases by tracing 'the data flow ﬁﬁéft'(iike that shown In Exhibit }) ‘

Eg? ihé point at which the error seems to enter the flow. It is then -
ggsgggmiﬁeﬂ if the error and/or its enéiy point into the data base is

systémﬁatic; and pragrém corregtions Fﬁam the lést point of iarrecf:daté=

are instituted.’ ﬁm hard and fast ruiés can be offered on these steps since

each study's data files have their own unique history, ¢ But the logic in-

herent in their development will provide the m@st powetrful clues to the

source of the problems and, therefore, to the correction steps needed,

Short histories of three data problem situations will be presented so
=%

B ) 7
as to ildustrate the conduct of the above tasks In thé_IDS -secondary analysis.
‘ = i

3

The first situation involves the third giade posttests referenced in
: . ,

the Initial Reexamination section. Recall that, 20% of the third érade students
examined from Ehe verification éampié had grr@ré‘in posttest achievement scores
in excess of the ¥1 test item bound. In fact, these unacceptable cases had
scores in the Student Master File averaging 21.9 points below the hand scored

test results obtained from these students' actual test booklets. The magnitude

of this ;lfu&gbé;émé the immediate fucus in the search for the saurceagf the
i

error. “What could cause a child’'s score to be recorded as only half of what
it aéﬁuéli? wasT S

The answer was fwind s the prucess followed in obtaining a test score once
the booklets weie (—oeivaed Fiom che field. Tests were not scored by hand in 1D5;
rather, the ;EiIQ'; respOnse tu cach question was precoded and keypunched.

i




?

o s , v - v ,
These responses, recorded on keypunched cards, were then scored via a computer

program. The responses m;dé_by the first grade children pre and post and

third grade children at pretest were identified in the test booklet by the

=

"number (e.g.; 1, 2, 3 or 1, 2,3, &) gcrrespaﬁdiné to the selected answer

for each question. However, third grade posttest resp@nseihweﬁé either

numbered, 1, 2, 3, b4, or lettered, A, B, ¢,” D, for each odd rumbered test
question in a subtest, but the even numbered questions used the numbers,

5-6, 7, 8, or the letters, E, F, G, H. All keypunched responses were

coded as ﬁu@Eeré with the codes being assigned as follows:

THIRD GRADE ) _
EH!LD}SiRﬁgFQﬂSE . KEYPUNCH FODEE it
1 or A 1
odd -numbered 2 or B 2
quest ions 3 or C ;§§ 3 )
) 4 o1 D . b
5 wi D 5
even—nunbel «. 6 w1 F 6
questions 7 or G 7
8 or H 8

BeFos o Loty =wiet Lo heypunch all test booklets were coded onto 80-

column record layouts. Mhaet If a certain coder used the conversions for odd-
hY

numbered questions for the even-numbered i{tems ﬁﬁ!the third grade posittest
in sowe ases? Ihon (he acur fng algorithns would erjoneously indicate that

all EvEﬁ‘hggba!id guestlions had Leen answered uncorrectly. The unacceptable
cases were examined in light of this hjpﬁthéiiﬁi and the hypothesis proved

correct. Coding sheels for these cases verified the erroneous coding entries.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

And since all t@@ing sheets for thir& grade posttésts were avai}sbleJ project
staff were able to Isolate all cases of this problem. Fortunately the sample
uséd'iﬁ the initital data base reexamination proved unrepresentative of the
total IDS sample; only 10 classrooms out of 200 werekééfualif involved. Test
scores for these children werg corrected, thé:;by el?minatjng the only major
error found related to achfevemeﬁt test scores. This sit;atfeﬁ could héve
been avoided by more thﬁraugh edit procedures.
g;fhe next- situation involves the M1 compensatory education status data

also referenced earlier. Recall that 29% of the M1 students were found to
have erFDFSei% their status as indicated in the Student Master %ilaﬁ Before

the initial reexamination had revealed this error, questions had been raised
A bee

_—

within the study team over the large number of stQEEﬁgé assigned a compen-
satory ééucatian status in the M1 file, The number ‘of such students in the

M1 file magkched very closely the number of Rl compensatory education students.
NIE's report on Compensatory Education Services (July 31, 1977) indicated that
nationally only about half as many stﬁdents participated in compensatory math
programs as do in cumpensatory reading programs., This ratio was EViéeﬁEEd

at the third giade, leaving the first grade data in é\igr’; stronger doubt. What
Pf o student's rowwrded stacus 1 the MI File was not a math status at all but
instead was his o her i1eadlng wopensatory education status? This hypothesis
would caplaty Uhe appar il uver abundance of compensatory education students in
the Mi file Thts wes indued the problew. When creating the M1 student files
students’ Kl _Latu- had Leen <rroneously entered. None of the M1 students
in tbe verification sample had correct data for compensatory status; 71%

happened to have a Ml status that in fact agreed with their Rl status. This

error also was corrected.

-17-
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The final situation involves a set of process §£§?rs identified after

the application of the six steps described ear]ie% in this section, .Ali GF

the process measures derived from the student assignment daggments (Today's

AssigﬁmentESheets or TAS) were found to havelegFessiye error rates, “Using )

the logical flow chart for these éata indicaﬁed one source for this Rroblem

very na%idiy: whénever a teacher was in the study for reading as well as for
sﬁmsth instruction, the TAS data fod reading w@é not aﬂiy cirried into the insé%ucé
- tlonal unit da%a files for reading but for math asrwe]l -- an@therrexampié‘

of a é{@céssiﬁg error. However, while tracing spe€;Fic additional

efrors fiéﬁtiFied for individual teachers, several cases of duplicate TAS

records were found In théiTAS data file; i.e., two recotrds with differing

data but the same identical teacher ideffiification number. Following this

1 ead Fevealed:thaieglarly 102 of the TAS records were, in fact, duplicates.

The mﬁgt'éammun pattern for these duplicate records is one reiérﬂ with the

Eéfréitiidéﬂtifiiﬂtiﬂﬁ and correct TAS data plus one or more records with

the same ident ification but b]a%k TAS data. A current hypothesis, not yet

verified, is éhat TAS raw data documents which involved more than one sheet

c; paper may have Lecen. In some instances, EfFDﬁéDUS]yrﬁﬁdEd as one record for

-
each sheet. These aul L1 page instruments had the indentification code
on each sheet but had the TAS data values written only on the top sheet,
It is possible Lhal T suwe cases Lhese multi-page TAS documents were coded |

as If each sheet weic o scparate record. C(Corrections to. these TAS data

are in progress.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/
/f are being made,

Activities Developing from Data Reexamination .

Corrections to student data have been completed and the Student
Master Files have been rebuilt and restructured Egtlnclude additional keys

for tying 1DS student level data to all aspegts of the IDS data base,

additional overlap data, and revised student-level instructional time data ~’
which reflect actual student attendance.

Corrections of the key process errors identified dre in progress. For

some a specific source has not been found,- so ra@f@éessiﬁg will be done from
the raw data level. For others sources héveibééﬁ located and the corrections

The impact of the corrections in student déta is dramatic in some
cases. As an jllustration, Exhibit 11| ?s_taken from the NIE report of
September 30, 1977 (The Effects of Services on Student Deveiapment)is This
exhibit presents fall and spring achievement test scores for compensatory
education students in the overall study sample (as pfiﬁteé on p. 20 of the
NIE report). Exhibit Ill presents the, revised re}ufts corresponding to

-

- , C £
Exhibit Il based on the corrected student data.

Compat tng EaliLit 11 and 111 shows that the large g#ins for 105 compen-

‘are actually even larger

Tl

satory education child, e 1efeienced in the NIE repor

than or iginally thought. It stwuld be noted phat chinges in the sample sizes

at all giade levels are brouyght sbout by the corrgctions referenced above and

by some additivnal . umpcensatory educalion statu "corrections identified as a

by-product of the .oriection prucess itself.
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¢ 105 SAMPLE (FROM NIE REPORT)*
o | o

s

{Mean) Raw Score

| g - ) ‘Fall Spring Eiﬂl

* 'Reading | i 1,355 23,8 | : h7.4 - 236

réthemtlés 1 | mzé - 15,6 27,3 1.7

Reading 3 1,06 197 31,0 IR

Mathematics 3 . 192 Zf;S 36,7 15.4
N

*National Institute of Education, The Effects of Services on Student Development,
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
September 30, 1977.

\
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Exhibit 111,

FALL AND SPRING ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES
FOR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION CHILDREN. IN
THE (DS SAMPLE (REVISED RESULTS)*

\ : - )

(Mean) Raw Scores

\ o n Fall Spring Gain

___

Reading | 1,415  23.8 w6 . 23,7

MHathamatles 1 630 "15.5 27k 11,8

Reading 3 - 1,542 19,7 31,7 S 12,0

Mathematics 3 830 21.4 38.6 17,2

kY

- *As of 3/14/78; based on work performed under contract No, NIE 400-77-0065
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Exhibit |V, taken from the NIE report, compares the achievement of

stﬁdents récaiving iﬁstrﬁétian in maiﬁstreaﬁ programs to tﬁasé Fr§m\puﬁ1@ut
programs (as printed on p. 23 of thatffep;rt); Exhibiit V presénts the
e revised results c&rrespandiﬁgHEG Exhibit 1V,

Comparing Exhibits IV and V shows an ‘even more dramatic effect of the
student d;ta corrections. |In its report NIE indicated that ne%ther setting -
(mainstream vs. pu}]aut) appeared to be consistently associated with greater
instructional effectiveness. Exhibit V does not sﬁppart this assertion; \
mainstream gains are significantly greater in three of the four compar isons \

with no significant difference in the fourth. ’



Exhiblt W

a FALL, AND SE&ING A&HIEVEHENT TEST scoags an J
N COHPEHSATORY EDUCATIDN CHILDREN REEEIVING
- SETTINGS (FROW NIE REPORTI®

- {Mean) Raw Scores

Mt FAE A ¥R (e ) ";.u-i-_.d e .‘ii‘\:-'!.rz 5 ;,.-..' -ﬂ . ": A i,_.ﬂﬁiai‘ . M B e

o | Halnstream | 3111.:
o Pullowt 1,04

5 -',-'.-,Hathematlzsl - o - - L v o

F 0 Malnstream 1,17 15.7. 27.9 i
| Pullaqt | 257 15.6 .k

| Readlnt .

 Malnstrem 195 194 29.4 10,0
C Pullout ot 198 3.2 WA

Hathematlcs 3

| Malnstrean S0 05 3.5 12.0
[ Pullout o622 21,5 .+ 37,9 - 16,3

*Nationa! Institute of Education, The Effects of Services on Student Development .

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health Edug:atmn and Welfare, -
September 30, 1977.

1




: Exhlblt v

- CFALL AHQf;FRING ACHIEVEMENT TEST SCORES FOR
éggupENSATaﬁv EDUCATION CHILDREN RECEIVING INSTRUCTION -
AN PULLOUT OR MAINSTREAM SETTINGS (REVISED RESULTS)* f

(Haan) Raw Score .

gdlnmiradal R ;F,aJJ o SJL'—"E! L N

. Malnstream, - 309 . 24,3
Pullout - . hes o 2, 7

: Hafhamatlc; Grade 1 | S , t |
~ Mainstream 307 154 29,1 13,6
~ Pullout - 323 - 15,6 Y 287 10,1

1.
S
-
Wb

Reading Grade 3 : .
' Mainstream . 198 19.4 34,3 14,9
- Pullout 1344 19.8 31.3 -
\;*"- . .
- Mathematics Grade 3
Mainstream 165 20.6 37,7 17.
Pullout 665 21.6 - 38.8 - 17.3

*As of 3/14/78; based on work performed under contract No. NIE 100-77-0065 \
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iﬁ* @
look back and ask if the data analy;ed EDFFESﬁQnd

the FJE]d' _Understand a"d uge thE logical data ffow patterns ﬂF the study %1

in';his rgexamiﬁgtlan.
PEe 1' * Draw from éil'évailﬁbie'saureésf:-ThEi  ;qsecaﬁd;rv ana]y;ls aFFﬂrt’has

arganlzatnans (KAI and TURNKEY) invglved iﬁ the implementatian )

_ phase of éhg study. Only through the combined effast‘pf all study persannel

- have the problems been jidentified and, most’ important,. solved,

Hold onto as much time as possible FQF th2'q§ta‘prace5sing and analysis
phase of the study, 10S and NIE time constraints left less time for these

tasks than.is normally desireable. But, whatever time is available

'shguld'be efFectiveiy utilized by reliance on pre-tested and thoroughly

aPpHed edit FQI.‘“IES. o o E _

Be prepared to prncrntlze data examinatlan/carrectlan efforts IF more

o

E]

_ problems are FDUﬁd in the "look back' than anticipated,

L]

Overall, remember ‘that neither elegant statistical techniques nor a

strong analysis qpﬂel can overcome erroneous data.,
e, .

¢
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